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Abstract 
 
During the last two decades, the higher education management has faced different challenges; on one 
side the increasing growth in social demand for entering higher education, quantitative extension, decrease or 
stagnation in allocated financial resources and the increase in demand for responsibility, accountability and 
transparency of the academic affairs and on the other side quality maintenance, improvement and assurance. 
So that it forced the academic management to evaluate its performance toward the quality promotion and 
assurance. In line with this issue, the international studies and national experiences shows that due to the 
nature of higher education, the internal evaluation approach which is the basis of quality assurance systems at 
universities of  the world is appropriate to evaluate all the main factors of academic system namely its 
management and organization and it also has an important role in quality improvement of management at all 
Iran’s academic system levels (amongst them is the educational department which is one of the main and 
operational levels) that its outcome is obtaining the maximum efficiency and effectiveness of the department 
performance.   
So alongside introducing the concept and theoretical and practical principles of internal evaluation in higher 
education, this paper attempts to present the application of internal evaluation for quality improvement of 
management in departments at universities. The research design applied in this study is meta-analysis and the 
statistical population includes 296 reports of departments’ internal evaluation and 90 samples are selected and 
analyzed based on the purposeful sampling method. The meta-analysis of the results of the management 
process evaluation in the internal evaluation reports of departments at universities is based on 8 main factors 
including development plans, functions, regulations and internal laws, meeting schedules and the presence of 
the faculty members, head of department, extra-group activities, funding and coordination of human resource 
and facilities. The results indicate that management process quality of departments at universities is rather 
desirable and requires planning for its improvement. Therefore, based on the results of the analysis, 
recommendations are presented for management improvement in departments at universities. 
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Today, the university administration encounters various challenges such as  internationalization ,innovation, decentralization 
and quality evaluation. These challenges need an efficient management and novel contemplation to attract the cooperation of 
all members of the system for ongoing improvement and excellence of university(Hashemi Golpayegani,1993). 
Therefore management is regarded as one of the main factors of academic development. The central point of this 
consideration is the academic management efficiency and power regarding the cohesion and sequence of different functions 
and the use of evaluative function to provide support and feedback toward the management effectiveness in practice. Hence 
the question that is posed here is what are the data and principles required to realize this end as well as management 
promotion? who should cooperate in academic improvement and promotion and how? 
The organizational features of universities and higher education centers are different with other organizations in some 
aspects. These centers have their own organization structures. The existence of high proficiencies and diverse 
requirements has challenged their management and steering. University as a professional organization contains experts 
who produce, apply, maintain and transfer knowledge whilst they have the responsibility to establish the organizational 
objectives and performance standards(Birnbaum,2003).  
Hence According to the nature of country’s higher education as regards the employment of a scientific and 
structured evaluation method, we can conclude that if the mentioned approach is derived from the academic system 
context and its requirements about the understanding of the current situation and planning for achieving a desirable 
situation of this system, besides continuity in implementation, it will serve management as an effective tool. 
 The related national and international experiences indicate that internal evaluation approach is highly suitable for 
this purpose(Bazargan, 2000).The internal evaluation is a cooperative approach in which the evaluated system 
members make judgments about the inputs, processes and their own performance (such as management and 
organization) and make use of its results in planning for quality improvement( Bazargan, 2001). 
According to the consideration of evaluation system efficiency and  quality promotion of  higher education system in 
the Iran’s third& fourth development plan to the “ongoing evaluation of universities, higher education centers and research 
institutions by  ministry of the science, research and technology” ,internal evaluation has been considered in higher 
education system and its responsibility has been entrusted to the National Organization of Educational 
Testing(NOET).Now ,this type of evaluation is implemented or being implemented in more than 700 university 
departments on the input, process and output factors namely the objectives, management and organization, faculties, 
students, learning programs, learning- teaching processes and the graduates(evaluation group of  NOET,2008). As we can 
see, one of the internal evaluation factors of departments is their management.  
Considering the importance of the management process in academic system and as regards the implementation of internal 
evaluation process in university departments, this research aims to find out the ways this process is applied to evaluate the 
management factor and its quality improvement. 
2-Management in higher education system and the necessity of its quality improvement  
The higher education system, as the most obvious instance of investment on human resource, has got the main role in 
development of the society and have allocated a significant proportion of budget in every country to themselves. So the 
management in these systems is of particular importance and according to Philip Combs, if an evolution is supposed to 
happen in education, it should be launched from management. 
The role of department head in today’s colleges and universities is much different and more multifaceted than it was a decade 
ago. Department head must conduct performance reviews, oversee budgets and carry out strategic planning. Wolverton, 
Gmelch, and Sarros (1999) described multiple dimensions including administrative, resource management, leadership, 
personal scholarship, external liaison, resource development and faculty development responsibilities( Benoit, 2002). 
In general, the universities structure can be divided into two groups: scientific and managerial. Decisions regarding the 
scientific affairs are made by the faculty members while the managers are responsible for managerial decision making. Hence 
the university managers should spend their time on subjects such as policy making, managerial agendas (instructions), 
methods for increasing the efficiency and effectiveness and communicative channels and organizational strategies.  
Some people like Etzioni (1964) believed that universities managers need skills to act as competent managers of 
educational organizations more than skills to steer the research and teaching issues( Arasteh, 2007). 
In 20 manager’s point of view, good university management should have the following traits (Ramsden, 2001) : 
- communicates with others in a pleasant way 
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- pays attention to the students 
- has plans  
- performs well in attracting and employing the resources 
- receives feedback from its constituents  
- authorizes individuals to give novel comments 
-be able to encourage the individuals to do their responsibility. 
3-Internal evaluation(self-evaluation) 
 There is no doubt that universities have a major role in county’s development and for performing this important role, 
they need an appropriate management which is coordinated with requirements. Accordingly universities should try 
for establishing an internal quality assurance system that in fact provide a genuine basis for their managerial 
decision making. 
Improvement of higher education  systems in developing countries requires a self-reflection. This could be achieved through 
self-evaluation. In this context, there is need for developing increased capacity for self-correction, self-direction and self-
renewal in higher education environment (Betts,1992). 
Internal evaluation is a process of quality review undertaken within an institution for its own and done by a unit as a 
form of quality management or in preparation for external evaluation (Campbell  & Rozsnyai, 2002). 
The process of self-evaluation consists of the systematic collection of administrative data, the questioning of students and 
graduates, and the holding of moderated interviews with lecturers and students, resulting in a self evaluation report. Self-
evaluations a collective institutional reflection and an opportunity for quality enhancement. The resulting report further 
serves to provide information for the review team in charge of the external evaluation(Vlasceanu, Grunberg & parlea&,2004). 
Internal evaluation is a process in which the department members judges the quality cooperatively and select evaluation 
factors, criteria and indicators based on the input, output and process factors such as management, faculty, student, 
programs, learning- teaching process and graduates. Since the faculty members cooperate in the quality judgments and 
provide recommendations for improvement of department, the motivation to realize the desirable situation will increase in 
this type of evaluation. Accordingly, the strengths, weaknesses , opportunities, threats and restricting factors reveal and 
proper suggestions will be regulated regarding constant quality improvement of higher education and is provided within 
an internal evaluation report (Bazargan, 2004). Therefore, internal evaluation becomes far from supervision and moves 
toward system accountability for quality promotion( Mohammadi et al. ,2005). 
So we can consider internal evaluation as a mechanism which encourages academics to study and evaluate the 
quality through cooperative and interactive processes (Rahimi et al., 2002) and can be applied in cooperative 
management development. Moreover, internal evaluation establish the total quality management by adopting a 
systematic perspective(Mohammadi,2004). Internal evaluation is a form of action research that attempt to implement a 
quality management system in departments of  higher education institutions and for self _review and assurance of goals is 
met(spencer ,2001). 
 Here we should mention that since department is considered as the core element of university activities and the university 
quality improvement is depended on the quality improvement of departments, so the best and more efficient level for 
applying internal evaluation would be the level of department.  
The review of experiences in departments 0f Iran universities shows that this process is done in 3 main stages and 13 steps 
and with a systematic framework as follows(mohammadi, 2004;bazargan,2001):Planning, Implementing, Performing 
suggestions and following-up and Providing  the arrangements for external evaluation and volunteering for it. 
A) Planning ( pre-accomplishment stage): 
In this stage the arrangements and requirements of the process and the conditions needed for its accomplishment are 
provided. This includes the 8 bellow steps: 
1) inform the department members of the necessity, philosophy and role of internal assessment in the 
quality improvement of department. 
2) Constituting the steering committee of internal evaluation in department. 
3) clarifying the mission, goal and objectives of department 
4) Defining the  evaluation factors 
5) Defining and formulating the appropriate criteria for each factor  
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6) Defining and formulating the appropriate indicators for each criterion and defining Judgment scales  
7)  Specifying the desired data for evaluating the indicators  
8) Designing and formulating the measurement instruments for gathering data 
B) Implementation: 
In this stage, pre-requisites and conditions for its exertion are provided and consist of: 
9) Gathering data/10) Analyzing data/11) writing the evaluation report;  
12)Performing suggestions and following-up: 
In this stage, department begins its attempts for improving its conditions based on the results of internal evaluation 
and strengths and weaknesses, opportunities and threats revealed by it. 
13)The last stage is providing the arrangements for external evaluation and volunteering for it. The external evaluation is 
carried out by a team of external experts, peers, or inspectors, and usually requires three distinct operations:1)an analysis 
of a self evaluation report;2)a site visit; 3)the drafting of an evaluation report (Vlasceanu,Grunberg&parlea,2004). 
4-Research methodology  
Since the current study is conducted based on results analysis of internal evaluation reports of departments at Iran 
universities, Meta analysis method is applied here. Therefore , 294 reports that existed in the time of the current research 
were studied. According to the purposeful sampling, 90 reports which were codified on the methodological principles of 
internal evaluation and had evaluated management factor based on proper criteria and indicators and presented its results 
explicitly, were selected and analyzed.  
After identifying the evaluation criteria and indicators, the required data gathered from related individuals (head, faculty 
members and students)through five-choice questionnaire(The sampling method is complete census of heads’ and faculties’ 
population and  a random sampling of students). Then the score of each indicator is determined by means of numeral 
value of gathered responses base on the Likert measurement scale(1 to 5). The score of each indicator is compared with 
the judgment spectrum(which is determined regarding the maximum(5) and minimum of the numeral value(1))and its 
desirability level is identified: 
Desirable= 3.66 – 5              relatively desirable = 2.33 -3.66             undesirable = 1- 2.33 
The results about the quality of  indicators in department  is provided within a report.   
5-Research findings  
As it was mentioned, the main purpose of this paper is to specify the strategic role of internal evaluation as one of 
the key functions of higher education management for improving management and organization quality of the 
academic system. In other words, how we can employ the internal evaluation results for improving the management 
and planning process in academic system mainly in departmental level as the core element of it? Therefore, 
regarding the goal of this research, the findings of internal evaluation of departments about the management and 
organization factor are provided in this section: 
5-1)Criteria and indicators used in internal evaluation of universities departments regarding the management 
and organization process 
In the analysis of internal evaluation reports for the evaluation of department management and 
organization quality, the following 8 main features as criteria and 44 operational characteristics of each criterion as 
indicators are extracted: 
Criterion 1: department development plans: 
Indicator 1: codify long-term, medium-term and short term plans for department development 
Indicator 2: codify plans for developing new disciplines and courses in the department  
Indicator 3: codify plans for developing expert human forces required by the department 
Indicator 4: codify  plans for developing and enhancing department space, facilities and equipments  
Indicator 5: cooperation rate of faculty members to codify department development plans 
Indicator 6: implementation rate of department development plans 
Indicator 7: satisfaction rate of department members of the established plans and their implementation 
Criterion 2: department functions 
Indicator 1: the way that department activities are planned, implemented and evaluated. 
Indicator 2: codify documented reports of department activities planning and evaluation  
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Indicator 3: cooperation rate of faculty members in department activities planning, implementation and evaluation 
Indicator 4: satisfaction rate of faculty members with department activities planning, implementation and evaluation 
Indicator 5: autonomy rate of department in planning and implementing its own activities 
Criterion 3: department internal regulations and laws 
Indicator 1: codify clear regulations and laws regarding department activities 
Indicator 2: cooperation rate of department members to codify department regulations and laws 
Indicator 3: implementation rate of department regulations and laws 
Indicator 4: perception rate of department members of the contents of regulations and laws 
Indicator 5: satisfaction rate of faculty members with department regulations and laws 
Indicator 6: perception rate of students of the contents of regulations and laws 
Indicator 7: satisfaction rate of students with department regulations and laws 
Criterion 4: department meeting schedules and the attendance of faculty members 
Indicator 1: codify regular schedules for department meetings 
Indicator 2: attendance rate of members in meetings 
Indicator 3: holding regular meetings  
Indicator 4: the way that department members interact in meetings and their satisfaction with meeting results 
Indicator 5: recording the minutes of meetings and informing them to the corresponding individuals 
Criterion 5: department head 
Indicator 1: explicitness of the tasks, responsibilities and authorities of department head according to the existing regulations 
Indicator 2: applying a specific mechanism regarding the selection and substitution of the head 
Indicator 3: individual characteristics of the head (age, degree, academic level and management background)  
Indicator 4: attendance rate of the head at the department in regular hours 
Indicator 5: satisfaction rate of faculty members with the head’s performance 
Indicator 6: satisfaction rate of students with the head’s performance 
Indicator 7: applying a specific mechanism for evaluating the head’s performance by  faculty members and students 
Criterion 6: department external activities  
Indicator 1: codify plan for department external activities  
Indicator 2: department interaction rate with other departments of the faculty and university 
Indicator 3: department interaction rate with peer departments in other universities  
Indicator 4: department interaction rate with related organizations and institutes 
Indicator 5: satisfaction rate of faculty members of department external programs and activities 
Criterion 7: department budget 
Indicator 1: independent budget for performing activities 
Indicator 2: codify explicit and regular financial plans for spending the budget 
Indicator 3: applying clear mechanisms for ongoing evaluation of the spent budget and providing related reports 
Indicator 4: proportion rate of the budget to department requirements 
Criterion 8: the proportion of human forces and department facilities  
Indicator 1: existence of codified frameworks of the acceptable situation of department regarding its human forces and facilities 
Indicator 2: proportion rate of department human forces and facilities to the current requirements 
Indicator 3: satisfaction rate of faculty members of the department current facilities 
Indicator 4: satisfaction rate of students of the department current facilities 
As it can be seen, the characteristic of this set  is that takes into account both faculty members and students in the 
evaluation and judgment about the current situation of management and organization process. This adds to the 
validity of results. 
5-2)Current situation of management quality in universities departments. 
In identifying the current situation of management and organization process in departments, the mean of the scores of each 
indicator and afterwards criteria are calculated using the applied descriptive statistical method and the desirability level of 
each of them is determined regarding the judgment spectrum. 
Table 1: department development plans 
724   Reza Mohammadi et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  69 ( 2012 )  719 – 728 
Evaluation result score  Indicators  Rows 
Relatively desirable 2.79 codify long-term, medium-term and short term plans 
for department development 
1 
Relatively desirable 3.57 codify plans for developing new disciplines and 
courses in the department 
2 
Relatively desirable 3.44 codify plans for developing expert human forces 
required by the department 
3 
Relatively desirable 3.05 codify plans for developing and enhancing 
department space, facilities and equipments 
4 
Relatively desirable 2.70 cooperation rate of faculty members to codify 
department development plans 
5 
Relatively desirable 2.62 implementation rate of department development 
plans 
6 
Relatively desirable 2.92 satisfaction rate of department members with the 
codified plans and their implementation 
7 
Relatively desirable 3.01 Total result  
As the table shows, according to the mentioned scores, all indicators of this criterion are in the range of relatively desirable 
condition. So the total scores of the criterion is relatively desirable as well..  
Table 2: department functions 
Evaluation result score Indicators Row 
Relatively desirable 2.83 the way department activities are planned, implemented 
and evaluated 
1 
Relatively desirable 2.5 codify documented reports of department activities 
planning and evaluation 
2 
Relatively desirable 3.63 cooperation rate of faculty members in department 
activities planning, implementation and evaluation 
3 
Relatively desirable 3.06 satisfaction rate of faculty members with department 
activities planning, implementation and evaluation 
4 
Relatively desirable 3.26  autonomy rate of department in planning and 
implementing its own activities 
5 
Relatively desirable 3.06 Total result  
Regarding the results of the table, all the indicators are in the range of relatively desirable. Indicator  2 has the lowest score 
and indicator 3 has got the highest. It also shows that although the faculty members cooperate in planning and evaluative 
activities, this cooperation is not steered based on a desirable mechanism. So the satisfaction rate of faculty members are not 
that much satisfactory. 
Table 3: department internal regulations and laws 
Evaluation result score Indicators Rows 
Relatively desirable 3.36 codify clear regulations and laws regarding department activities 1 
Relatively desirable 3.15 cooperation rate of department members to codify department 
regulations and laws 
2 
Relatively desirable 3.48 implementation rate of department regulations and laws 3 
Relatively desirable 3.56 perception rate of department members of the contents of regulations 
and laws 
4 
Relatively desirable 3.34 satisfaction rate of faculty members with department regulations and 
laws 
5 
undesirable 1.89 perception rate of students of the contents of regulations and laws 6 
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Evaluation result score Indicators Rows 
Relatively desirable 2.37 satisfaction rate of students with department regulations and laws 7 
Relatively desirable 3.02 Total result  
The results of this table generally show that the mentioned criterion is in a relatively desirable condition. Among these 7 
indicators, perception rate of students of the contents of regulations and laws has the lowest mark and is in an undesirable 
condition. The condition of other indicators is relatively desirable. 
Table 4: department meeting schedules and the attendance of faculty members 
Evaluation result score Indicators  Rows 
desirable 3.97 codify regular schedules for department meetings 1 
desirable 4.16 attendance rate of members in meetings 2 
desirable 4.08 holding regular meetings  3 
desirable 4 the way department members interact in meetings and their 
satisfaction of meeting conclusions 
4 
desirable 4.11 recording the minutes of meetings and informing the 
corresponding individuals 
5 
desirable 4.06 Total result  
The results of this criterion indicate that the quality of all indicators is desirable. In other words, the meetings are 
held regularly with all members attending in most departments. 
Table 5: department director 
Evaluation result score Indicators Rows 
desirable 3.96 explicitness of the tasks, responsibilities and authorities of 
the department head based on the existing regulations 
1 
Relatively desirable 3.58 applying a specific mechanism regarding the selection and 
substitution of the head 
2 
desirable 3.87 individual characteristics of the head (age, degree, academic 
level and management background) 
3 
desirable 3.83 attendance rate of the head at the department in the regular 
hours 
4 
Relatively desirable 3.41 satisfaction rate of faculty members with the head’s 
performance 
5 
undesirable 3.06 satisfaction rate of students with the head’s performance 6 
Relatively desirable 3.44 applying a specific mechanism for evaluating the head’s 
performance by the faculty members and students 
7 
Relatively desirable 3.59 Total result  
Table 6: department external activities 
Evaluation result score Indicators Rows 
undesirable 2.08 codify plans for external activities of the department 1 
undesirable 2.20 Department interaction rate with other departments of the 
faculty and university 
2 
undesirable 2.25 department interaction rate with peer departments in other 
universities 
3 
Relatively desirable 2.78 department interaction rate with related organizations and 
institutes 
4 
undesirable 2.23 satisfaction rate of faculty members with department external 
plans and activities 
5 
undesirable 2.31 Total result  
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According to the above table, the condition of external activities of departments is undesirable. It means that most 
departments do not have an established and clear plan for communicating with other departments of the university, with 
peer departments in other universities and with related organizations and institutes and have not interacted appropriately 
with them in academic and scientific areas.  
Table 7: department budget 
Evaluation result score Indicators Rows 
undesirable 2.19 independent budget for performing activities 1 
undesirable 2.18 codify explicit and regular financial plans for spending the budget 2 
undesirable 1 applying clear mechanisms for ongoing evaluation of the spent 
budget and providing related reports 
3 
undesirable 2.26 proportion rate of the budget to department requirements 4 
undesirable 1.91 Total result  
The results of the above table indicate the undesirable condition of allocated budget and the autonomy of the department in 
spending it.  
Table 8: the proportion of human forces and department facilities 
Evaluation result score Indicators Rows 
undesirable 2.17 existence of established frameworks regarding the 
acceptable situation of department about its human 
forces and facilities 
1 
undesirable 2 proportion rate of department human forces and facilities 
to the existing requirements 
2 
Relatively desirable 2.52 satisfaction rate of faculty members with the department 
current facilities 
3 
undesirable 2.32 satisfaction rate of students with the department current 
facilities 
4 
undesirable 2.25 Total result  
The results of the evaluation shows that the proportion of human forces and department facilities criterion is in an 
undesirable condition and are not much satisfactory. 
 So the general scores and desirability level of 8 mentioned criteria are as follows: 
Row Criterion score Evaluation result 
1 department development plans 3.01 Relatively desirable 
2 department functions 3.06 Relatively desirable 
3 department internal regulations and laws 3.02 Relatively desirable 
4 department meeting schedules and the attendance 
 of faculty members 
4.06 Relatively desirable 
5 department head 3. 59 Relatively desirable 
6 department external activities  2.31 undesirable 
7 department budget 1.91 Relatively desirable 
8 the proportion of human forces and department facilities 2.25 Relatively desirable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
desirable 
Relatively desirable 
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As we can imply from the above table, the 2 last criteria have an undesirable condition and 
only the criterion of holding department meetings and the attendance of members enjoys higher scores and desirable 
condition. Other 5 criteria are in a relatively desirable condition. Therefore according to the obtained scores, we can 
rearrange the mentioned criteria from the lowest score to the highest score as follows: 
1- department budget 
2- the proportion of human forces and department facilities 
3- department external activities  
4- department development plans 
5- department internal regulations and laws 
6- department functions 
7- department head 
8- department meeting schedules and the attendance of faculty members 
The study of the current situation of management process according to the internal evaluation results in Iran’s universities 
departments shows that the current situation is not desirable and requires planning for improving all 8 evaluated criteria of the 
higher education system management. 
6-Conclusions  
 As it was mentioned before, higher education management encounters various challenges and in such situation, everyone 
expects the management should be efficiency and effectiveness in higher education. The results of the accomplished studies 
indicate that the successful of management at universities requires a culture of evaluation and constant improvement at all 
levels. The internal evaluation as one of the academic management functions and as an approach toward total quality 
management, is a mechanism which provides the proper context for realizing the above objectives. In internal quality 
evaluation, the constructing components of the system are evaluated by its own members and the results are presented within 
internal evaluation reports. As it was mentioned, management process is one of the main factors of educational 
departments in academic system which is used in internal quality evaluation and its results are presented within internal 
evaluation reports. The analysis of the said reports shows that management process which is studied and judged based on 
8 main criteria(department budget, the proportion of human forces and department facilities, department external 
activities, department development plans, department internal regulations and laws, department functions, department 
head and department meeting schedules and the attendance of faculty members) generally is relative desirability and 
needs review and action for improvement and achievement to desirable situation. For this reason, according to the results 
and findings of the analysis of internal evaluation reports, the following recommendations can be provided for 
management and organization quality improvement in departments: 
-applying a proper mechanism for inspiring the departments to provide and establish a comprehensive development plan 
in different time levels: short time, medium time and long time. 
- planning and providing instructions for an annual evaluation of department’s activities  
-allocating department committee meetings to the evaluation of department educational and research activities and 
action in planning, implementing and evaluating of department activities  
-providing documented reports regarding the planning and evaluation of current activities and affairs 
-enhancing the autonomy and authorities of departments regarding self-regulation of its educational activities, 
reducing the intervention of higher references in regulating department activities and increasing the authorities of 
the head of the department 
-providing recorded plans in the beginning of each semester regarding to hold meetings in department regularly 
-Regular and continuous holding of public and professional councils with a clear agenda regarding creating proper 
context for decision making   
- persuing the meetings decrees by the heads of departments 
-exerting a proper mechanism for increasing the cooperation of faculty members in department planning and 
decision making (reinforcing cooperative management) 
-An attempt to provide instructions and decrees regarding current affairs of the department and making the faculty to exert them 
undesirable 
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-codify and imparting documented and comprehensive regulations about tasks, authorities and responsibilities of 
department head and adopting policies for applying it by the university 
-codify instructions regarding the selection and substitution of department head based on appropriate criteria and 
supervising their implementation in departments by the university  
-employing appropriate mechanisms for evaluating the heads of departments by students 
-holding workshops for introducing education management methods and principles to the heads of departments 
-determining and imparting department proportion of financial resources at the faculty or university level 
-allocating proper budget to the department’s requirements 
-providing an codified plan for the supervision and evaluation on spending the allocated credits in the departments 
-codify a proper mechanism for department autonomy in spending the budget allocated to them 
-implementing an appropriate mechanism for the supervision and evaluation on spending budget in departments by 
the faculty or university 
According to the above mentioned, it can be stated that additional to the application of internal evaluation for department 
management evaluation, recognition the strengths and weaknesses and attempts to apply the recommendations for quality 
improvement, we can apply the internal evaluation results to select the heads of departments based on explicit criteria 
regarding their individual and performance characteristics. 
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